reply to our comments on the Saccuzzo, Kerr, Marcus, and Brown (1979) study demonstrates considerable misunderstanding regarding the nature of our criticisms. We wish to point to several issues that are misconstrued in the Saccuzzo reply.
Saccuzzo's claim that he did not argue for a deficit in iconic storage is extremely puzzling. Simply compare the first sentence of the Stanovich and Purcell (1981) comment with the next-to-last sentence of the Saccuzzo et al. (1979) abstract. They are nearly identical. Even in his reply, Saccuzzo quotes a statement from page 344 of the Saccuzzo et al. article where an iconic storage deficit is argued for (we prefer not to quibble over differences between "support" and "demonstrate"). Switching the terminology from iconic storage and processing to "input capability" does nothing to attenuate any of the problems that we discussed in our criticism.
Our arguments did not "hinge" on the Hornstein and Mosley (1979) paper, nor did we argue for "accepting" their conclusions. We merely argued that in light of the methodological deficiencies in the Saccuzzo et al. study, the conflicting results of Hornstein and Mosley take on added relevance.
We were very puzzled by the statement that a significant Groups X Sessions interaction in the untransformed data was not reported in order "to be conservative." It hardly seems conservative not to report a finding of a differential practice effect between groups in a study whose primary focus is group differences.
We did not argue that the Saccuzzo et al. design precluded the observation of any interaction, only that it precluded the Interstimulus Interval (ISI) X Subject Group interaction. Unfortunately
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for the Saccuzzo et al. study, this is the most diagnostic interaction for the purpose of inferring subject group differences in iconic processing. This interaction is precluded because ISI was a dependent, rather than an independent, variable in the Saccuzzo et al. study. Saccuzzo's (1981) comment that ISI can "reasonably" be viewed as a manipulated variable is incomprehensible in the present context. The levels of an independent variable are determined by the experimenter, not by the performance of the subject! We also do not understand the statement that one purpose of the study was to evaluate differences in the ability to "extract target information from fragments and global features." It is hard to see what specific operations in the Saccuzzo et al. (1979) study approach this question at all. Furthermore, Saccuzzo (1981) has misconstrued the conjecture in our reply. The critical question was not whether the retarded individuals can extract fragments but whether they choose to base their response on the extracted fragments, a strategy that may have to be learned. We did not argue that the extremely large variability displayed by the retarded subjects was a statistical problem, but that it gives additional ground for concern about differential strategy usage. Finally, we agree that the issue of differential familiarity effects is complex.
In our comments, we criticized the Saccuzzo et al. procedure of equalizing target and mask energies. In the reply, it is argued that this procedure "was one reasonable approach in this relatively new area of group visual masking comparisons." In our view, the effects of equalizing target and mask durations at different values across subjects are sufficiently unknown so as to render problematic the use of this procedure where the target and mask duration is confounded with an organismic variable, as in the Saccuzzo et al. study. In his reply Saccuzzo rightly points out that Eriksen and Schultz (1978) have rejected two-factor theories of masking. However, he 262 COMMENT might also have pointed out that Eriksen and Eriksen (1971) have argued that a masking paradigm, where target duration is not constant, cannot yield unequivocal estimates of processing time. In fact, the position of Eriksen and Schultz is consistent with our arguments that target information may be available after mask termination when short target and mask durations are employed. In this light, the parallel we observed between the Saccuzzo et al. results and those of Turvey (1973) is still relevant.
We reiterate that Saccuzzo et al. demonstrated single task differences between retarded and nonretarded individuals (albeit very large and interesting ones), that these task differences are open to multiple interpretations, and that an interpretation in terms of differences in iconic processing (or "input capability," if this term is preferred) rests on extremely tenuous grounds.
